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Responses to Comments from California Farm Bureau Federation

50-1. The commenter’s concerns about the land application of biosolids and the Part 503 risk
assessment are noted.

50-2. The SWRCB is using, as a base for the proposed regulatory process, EPA-based science
developed for its regulations.  The decision to use that approach over the method used on
other continents such as Asia or Europe or the Cornell’s Waste Management Institute’s
10% value policy is because of the fact that EPA’s limits are based on peer reviewed
scientific methodology.  Those standards are the current national standards used in many
other state regulations.  Also, see Master Response 12 and Responses to Comments 28-17,
37-2, and 37-3.

50-3. The comment criticizes the Part 503 regulations for not regulating “exceptional quality”
(EQ) biosolids.  The proposed GO does regulate the use of biosolids to protect the public
and the environment.  The quality and parcel size restrictions related to reuse of EQ
biosolids are considered conservative and fully protective.

The proposed GO does not exempt the required reporting for compliance with the federal
program, but potentially adds oversight restrictions for such applications at the point of
application (site).  The applicability restrictions in the proposed GO are established using
best professional judgment.  The loading requirement is based on published technical
resources and communications with industry representatives regarding standard market
applications of EQ biosolids.  The operation size is based on the state’s experience with
regulatory oversight and enforcement.  EQ biosolids includes materials sold in the
composting and agricultural mineral markets, including the bagged compost homeowner
market.  Entities in such markets can and do sell their products in bulk for large
landscaping projects at public areas and private residences.  The need to address
environmental issues associated with these products (or materials closely resembling these
products) is not substantiated and may have an adverse impact on such commercial uses
and markets.  Such activities should be addressed site-specifically.  Also see Responses to
Comment 21-67a.

50-4. Refer to Response to Comment 50-1.  SWRCB staff believes the conservative nature of
the proposed GO represents a policy of caution regarding land application of biosolids.

50-5. There is no research that confirms that iron and fluoride in biosolids are a risk to humans
or the environment.  The Cornell study also does not provide any conclusive scientific
evidence that iron and fluoride are a concern with biosolids land application.

50-6. No definitive biosolids land application studies show negative synergistic effects of
combinations of pollutants.  There are, however, studies that have shown positive
synergistic effects from combinations of metals and other pollutants.  Studies indicate that
the presence of zinc suppresses the uptake of cadmium.  Another example is the
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bioavailability of cadmium, selenium and molybdenum can be reduced due to the presence
of calcium, iron, and zinc.  No conclusive scientific evidence is available to confirm any
negative synergistic effects of multiple metals together in the soil resulting from biosolids
applications.

EPA chose not to regulate PCBs because the levels found in biosolids are hundreds to a
thousand times lower than the regulatory limit of 50 ppm used in the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).  The risk assessment also showed minimal risk
to public health and the environment.  POTWs still continue to monitor for PCBs and
continue to find low levels of PCBs consistent with EPA’s results.

Ocean dumping of biosolids was banned primarily because the added nutrients from
biosolids cause increased algae production, which leads to oxygen depletion at the
discharge site.  These same nutrients are what make biosolids beneficial for land
application.

50-7. See Response to Comment 44-3.

50-8. SWRCB staff is aware of the controversy surrounding the EPA risk assessments that
supported development of the Part 503 regulations.  However, SWRCB staff believes the
pathway analyses were conducted with very conservative assumptions and the proposed
GO provides protection beyond that contained in the federal regulation.

50-9. There is no conclusive scientific evidence that shows that the metals bioavailability or
concentrations in biosolids increase as the biosolid’s organic component breaks down.
Hyun et al. 1998, concluded that “There was no indication that soluble Cd concentration
or the phytoavailability of Cd in the sludge-treated soils increased as the organic C in these
soils declined over the 10 years following termination of sewage sludge application.”

50-10. EPA’s past work, as well as current scientific information, was reviewed to determine the
applicability of the standards.  No conclusive scientific information was found that would
change any of the standards.  The concerns of Cornell’s “Case for Caution” report were
evaluated and are also subject of scientific debate.  The science-based approach taken by
EPA, which uses decades of research and agreement among qualified researchers, provides
sufficient reason for the proposed GO to use EPA standards as a base.  Furthermore, the
proposed GO provides additional conservative measures that are more restrictive (See
Master Response 12).

50-11. SWRCB staff believes that the studies of phytotoxicity conducted in support of the Part
503 regulations are adequate to allow continued use of biosolids on agricultural land as
long as the strict controls in the proposed GO are implemented.  Biosolids have been
applied to soils and crops in California for a much longer time than the 1993 date indicated
in the comment.  There is no evidence of significant phytotoxicity or human health hazards
being caused by land application of biosolids.  Nonetheless, because of concerns expressed
in comments on the draft EIR regarding metals toxicity, the SWRCB staff has modified
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Mitigation Measure 4-1 to require a preapplication stage review of project-specific soils
and biosolids metals levels and proposed crops to minimize the risks of phytotoxicity or
bioaccumulation of metals in certain crops.

50-12. See Responses to Comments 43-49 through 43-52 and Master Response 18.

50-13. The concerns expressed are acknowledged and addressed throughout the draft EIR and
Response to Comments (See Master Response 13 regarding use of the EPA risk
assessments for water quality).  This same description of how the information was used and
the rational for using the Part 503 regulations risk assessments and regulations as a basis
for the proposed GO apply to the commenter’s concern.  Conservative assumptions were
used in the risk assessments conducted by EPA.  The proposed GO includes additional
prohibitions and restrictions that are more conservative than the federal Part 503
regulations alluded to in Master Response 13.  SWRCB staff does not consider its
proposed GO to be a “minimal” standard.

The science used in developing the Part 503 regulations has been well-documented.  These
regulatory limits are adequate minimum standards to protect public health and the
environment.  The proposed GO requires extensive pre-project data and subsequent
monitoring data to show that water quality and public health are being protected.  The
proposed GO provisions are not permissive (sic) standards favored by the sludge
generators.  They represent an independently derived set of minimum requirements that
protect various beneficial uses.  More restrictive conditions can be applied in individual
permits for land application if dictated by site conditions.  The proposed GO is adequate
to protect beneficial uses in most situations.  

50-14. Comment noted.  See Responses to Comments 7-2 and 16-35.

50-15. See Responses to Comments 50-3 and 8-4.

50-16. See Responses to Comments 21-91 and 37-2.

50-17. See Master Responses 7 and 8.  It is also noted that the NAS report did not specify a time
frame that would replace the 30-day waiting period.  The NAS merely indicated that the
issue needs to be reevaluated based on the single study cited in Denmark.  

50-18. The environmental effects of using biosolids as a daily cover at landfills would not be
substantively different from the effects of its use as final cover, except that a much greater
volume of the material could be directed to landfills as daily cover.  The environmental
implications of directing more material to landfills as opposed to land application are
addressed in the Land Application Ban Alternative section of Chapter 14 (beginning on
page 14-13 of the draft EIR).  This alternative is considered a viable one in the EIR.  It is
agreed that use of biosolids as daily cover would reduce the need for clean fill at landfills.
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50-19. Refer to responses to Comments 50-1 through 50-18.  It is SWRCB’s position that the
proposed GO does represent a more conservative approach for protection of public health
and soil resources when compared to the Part 503 regulations.  The technical analyses in
the draft EIR are an unbiased examination of the combination of federal and state
regulations of biosolids land applications.  If ongoing scientific research, soils and water
testing, and public health records indicate the proposed GO is not adequately protective,
the SWRCB will adjust the conditions in the proposed GO as deemed appropriate.
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